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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

1 . The title of the invention is not descriptive. A new title is required that is clearly 
indicative of the invention to which the claims are directed. 

The following title is suggested: USB Transmission Speed and Mode Indicator 
and Measurement Device. 

2. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because the term "logic analysis 
device" is misused. That is, in the computer art a "logic analysis device" is a system 
such as a hardware-based logic analyzer unit capable of taking multiple simultaneous 
I/O readings for analyzing circuitry, et cetera. Again, see the objection to the title - 
similar changes in wording should be affected in the abstract such that appropriate 
wording - e.g. - USB Operation and Speed Indicator System - should be used. 

Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

3. The disclosure is objected to because of the following inaccuracies: 
-Paragraph [0002] is not accurate and must be revised - that is, the wording "The 

USB has three transmission speeds" is not complete. It is necessary that the revision of 
the standard be cited - e.g. low-speed is USB 1.0, full-speed is USB 1.1, and high 
speed is USB 2.0, and it should be enumerated which speeds are available on which 
revisions, as set forth immediately above; 

-USB is a standard, not simply a bus protocol. Paragraphs [0001] and [0002] 
should clearly identify it as such; 
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-Page 1, line 22, the term "multiplexer" is not correct - a multiplexer cannot 
process or execute an appliance program; 

-Page 3, line 19, the terms "true table" are used where the correct English is 
"truth table"; 

-Page 4, line 21, the terms "logic analysis" are used multiple times and are 
incorrect as discussed above in the objections to the abstract; 

-Page 5, line 8, the definition of items in the truth table refers to FIG. 4, not the 
mentioned FIG. 5; 

-Page 7, line 16, the terms "guild line" are used and this is clearly incorrect 
English, as these words have no technical meaning - it is unknown what the correct 
terminology would be. 

Appropriate correction is required. 
4. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

-pg. 1, the term "logic analysis device" is used, which, as stated above in the 
objections to the abstract and the title, is inaccurate and must be replaced with wording 
that is correct, idiomatic English; 

-Pg. 1, line 8, the terms "the a" are incorrect English and must be replaced by 

"the"; 

-Pg. 1, lines 9-10, the terms "retrieving data signal" are incorrect, and must be 
replaced with "retrieving a data signal"; 

-Pg. 1 , line 1 1 , the terms "is being displayed" are used, and must be replaced 
with "is displayed"; 
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-Pg. 1 , line 14, the term "is" must be inserted before the term "more"; 
-Pg. 1, line 15, the term "less number" is incorrect and must be replaced with "a 
lesser number"; 
-Et cetera. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

5. The specification is not written in correct, idiomatic English and is replete with 
replete with grammatical errors and misused or mistranslated terminology. Careful 
revision is required. Several examples of errors from the first page alone are provided 
above as a guidepost for revision. 

Drawings 

6. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they do not include the following reference sign(s) mentioned in the 
description: in Figures 4-6, there is no element 21 , the download bus (mentioned as 
present, page 5, line 2 of the specification). 

7. The drawings are objected to because Figure 2 has the labels for the elements 
written at right angles, e.g. the drawing is meant to be viewed at a ninety degree angle, 
but the labels for the elements are ninety degrees off axis from the correct viewing 
angle and thus difficult to read. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 
1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. Any amended replacement-drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being 
amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as 
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"amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be 
removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several 
views of the drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary 
to show the renumbering of the remaining figures. The replacement sheet(s) should be 
labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to 
obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the examiner does not accept the 
changes, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in 
the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Objections 

8. Applicant is advised that should claim 1 be found allowable, claim 6 will be 
objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75 as being a substantial duplicate thereof. When two 
claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both 
cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing 
one claim to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. 
See MPEP § 706.03(k). Claim 6 is completely redundant in view of claim 1 - a 
universal serial bus is inherently a USB anyway. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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8. Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

9. Claims 1-6 are rejected because the term "logic analysis device" is misused. 
That is, in the computer art a "logic analysis device" is a system such as a hardware- 
based logic analyzer unit capable of taking multiple simultaneous I/O readings for 
analyzing circuitry, et cetera. Again, see the objection to the abstract such that 
appropriate wording - e.g. - USB Operation and Speed Indicator System - should be 
used, as this wording renders the claim indefinite. 

10. Claims 1-6 are also rejected because the term "download bus" is misused. A bus 
is a device or system used to connect various components within a system. Applicant is 
misusing a technical English term. The point at which each device is connected is 
called a "port"; therefore, the correct terminology would be "download port". Applicant 
has not announced that he is acting as his own lexicographer and redefining the term 
'bus'. As such, the claim is indefinite for misusing the term. 

Claims 2-6 are rejected for not correcting the deficiencies of the parent claim. 

1 1 . Claim 6 is rejected for being redundant and being indefinite - a universal serial 
bus is a USB inherently, and the claim as worded makes no sense. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

12. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(a) The invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

13. Claims 1 , 2, 4 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by 
Belkin (Belkin User Manual, F5U231 , "Hi-Speed USB 2.0 4-Port TetraHub" - user's 
manual, published 05-09-2003). (Below, the pages cited refer to the actual numbering 
of the pages in the Belkin user's manual, not the numbers of the physical paper pages 
in the reference - these numbers are clearly at the bottom of each of the manual 
pages!)[Also note - applicant's claimed logic analysis device / circuit' is nothing more 
than a speed analyzer on a USB hub - see disclosure. The claims have been rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as such, and will be treated as a hub, as that 
is the only conceivable type of logic analysis circuit' supported in the specification.] 
As to claim 1, 

A logic analysis device with transmission speed display indicators, suitable for applying 
in the universal serial bus (USB), the logic analysis device with transmission speed 
display indicators comprising: (pg. 1 , USB 4-port hub that contains "multi-color LEDs 
that indicate the operating speed of each connected USB device and the speed of the 
link to the host computer") 

-A display device, having a display element for displaying a transmission speed; (LEDs 
cited above, in more detail on pg. 8 for example - listing connection speeds and the 
corresponding LED colors) 

-At least a logic analysis circuit, comprising a data signal input and data analyzed 
output, said data analyzed output being connected to said display device; (inherent, 
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given that the hub shows the speed of the link, there must prima facie be such a circuit 
within in the hub) 

-Said data signal input is being connected to a download bus of said USB, wherein a 
data corresponding to a transmission speed of a peripheral device connected to said 
USB is retrieved by said download bus of said USB for analysis and the transmission 
speed thereof is identified, and the identified data is transmitted to said display device to 
visually display said transmission speed of said peripheral device to aid the user to 
determine whether or not to activate other connected peripheral device so that 
breakdown can be avoided and an accuracy of data signal transmission can be 
promoted. (Belkin page 8 - "Each downstream port on the Hub has a corresponding 
LED that changes color according to the speed of the connected device as noted ..." 
The "downstream port" on the hub corresponds to the "download bus" of applicant, as 
applicant's specification clearly teaches multiple ports that applicant calls "download 
bus" for whatever reason.) 

Clearly, the above-cited device anticipates all the limitations. The display device 
is a multicolor LED, which corresponds exactly to applicant's disclosure (LEDs are used 
as speed indicators in applicant's specification). Each port has its own speed 
indicators. The logic analysis circuit is really just a speed analysis circuit and is inherent 
in the hub, as it is self-contained and obviously performs these speed measurements. 
Therefore, reference Belkin clearly anticipates all these limitations. 

As to claim 2, 
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The logic analysis device with transmission speed display indicators according to claim 
1, wherein said logic analysis device with transmission speed display indicators is set in 
a USB hub. 

See the rejection for claim 1 - the device cited in claim 1 is clearly a USB hub. 
As to claim 4, 

The logic analysis device with a transmission speed display indicators according to 
claim 1, wherein said display element is a LED. 

See the rejection for claim 1 - the device cited in Belkin clearly uses multicolor 
LEDs as status indicators - and it uses only one. 

As to claim 6, 

The logic analysis device with transmission speed display indicators according to claim 
1, wherein said universal serial bus is a USB. 

See the rejection for claim 1 - the device is a USB hub, which is clearly what this 
claim is reciting (that is, some device that is USB). This claim is redundant and 
unnecessary. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

14. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

15. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Belkin in 
view of PassMark (PassMark USB loop-back plug, website of company, product 
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page)(hereafter termed 'Plug')[Please note, PassMark reference is taken from Internet 
Archive, with date of 13 August 2002]. 
As to claim 3, 

The logic analysis device with transmission speed display indicators according to claim 
1 , wherein said logic analysis device with transmission speed display indicators is set in 
a USB connector. 

Reference Belkin teaches a USB hub capable of analyzing and displaying the 
speed of USB transmission via LEDs. Reference Plug teaches a USB connector that 
has LEDs on it to indicate the status of the port - on, transmitting / receiving, and 
activity. Reference Plug further teaches that it is a diagnostic device for testing the 
status of USB ports. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Plug in view of Belkin to 
include speed-measuring capabilities, as the Plug is a diagnostic tool, and knowing the 
speed of a USB port is crucial to determining if it is functioning correctly (e.g. a high- 
speed port only supporting operation in low-speed mode would obviously be defective), 
and Belkin teaches an LED that displays transmission speed. 

16. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over Belkin in view of 
Solumedia (Solumedia product page for Intel switch, copyright 2002)('lntel'). 
As to claim 4, 

The logic analysis device with transmission speed display indicators according to claim 
1, wherein said display element is a LCD. 
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Belkin teaches a USB hub with LED indicators on it. Reference Intel teaches an 
Ethernet hub (Model 220T) that has an LCD on the front of it, which obviously could be 
used to show status information, port speed, et cetera. Clearly, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify the Belkin reference in light of the Intel reference to have an LCD that showed 
speed information per port, as both references are hubs for various protocols and the 
LCD would be able to provide more information than the LED could. 
17. Claims 1 , 2, 4, and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over 
Background (that is, applicant's specification - the Background section) in view of 
Lanode (Lanode 10/1 00Mbps Ethernet switch product page from the web, clearly 
copyright 2000)('Lanode'). 

As to claim 1 , 

A logic analysis device with transmission speed display indicators, suitable for applying 
in the universal serial bus (USB), the logic analysis device with transmission speed 
display indicators comprising: (pg. 1, Background, USB hub disclosed as prior 
art)(Lanode, Ethernet switch, page 1 , the front of the hub clearly has speed indicators 
(see bottom of page ("LED indicators for ... Speed ...")) 

-A display device, having a display element for displaying a transmission speed; (LEDs 
cited above in Lanode, in more detail on pg. 2 for example - listing connection speeds 
and the LED indicators for them) 

-At least a logic analysis circuit, comprising a data signal input and data analyzed 
output, said data analyzed output being connected to said display device; (inherent, 
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given that the Lanode hub shows the speed of the link, there must prima facie be such a 
circuit within in the hub that detects link speed) 

-Said data signal input is being connected to a download bus of said USB, wherein a 
data corresponding to a transmission speed of a peripheral device connected to said 
USB is retrieved by said download bus of said USB for analysis and the transmission 
speed thereof is identified, and the identified data is transmitted to said display device to 
visually display said transmission speed of said peripheral device to aid the user to 
determine whether or not to activate other connected peripheral device so that 
breakdown can be avoided and an accuracy of data signal transmission can be 
promoted. (Lanode page 2 - "Ports #1 to 8: Link, Activity, and Speed ..." Clearly these 
ports show unit speed. Lanode obviously has downlink ports - that is, the general hub 
ports). 

Reference Background teaches the existence of tri-speed USB hubs. Reference 
Lanode clearly establishes an Ethernet hub with speed light indicators on it. Clearly, the 
USB hubs of Background must know the speed of the ports and peripheral devices 
involved and must be capable of auto-negotiation to find the peripheral speed. Further, 
Lanode clearly represents an auto-negotiating, multi-speed Ethernet hub. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the USB hubs of Background to have LED indicators so that they would show 
the link speed in the manner that Lanode does. 

As to claim 2, 
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The logic analysis device with transmission speed display indicators according to claim 
1 , wherein said logic analysis device with transmission speed display indicators is set in 
a USB hub. 

See the rejection to claim 1 immediately above. The Background devices are 
hubs, as are the Lanode devices, so clearly that rejection covers this limitation. 
As to claim 4, 

The logic analysis device with transmission speed display indicators according to claim 
1, wherein said display element is an LED. 

See the rejection to claim 1 immediately above. The combination shown there 
definitely has LED indicators to indicate speed and status. 

As to claim 6, 

The logic analysis device with transmission speed display indicators according to claim 
1 , wherein said universal serial bus is a USB. 

See the rejection for claim 1 - the device is a USB hub, which is clearly what this 
claim is reciting (that is, some device that is USB). This claim is redundant and 
unnecessary. 

18. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Background in view of Lanode as applied to claim 1 , and further in view of Plug. 
As to claim 3, 

The logic analysis device with transmission speed display indicators according to claim 
1 , wherein said logic analysis device with transmission speed display indicators is set in 
a USB connector. 
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References Background and Lanode in combination as discussed in the rejection 
to claim 1 teach a USB hub capable of analyzing and displaying the speed of USB 
transmission via LEDs. Reference Plug teaches a USB connector that has LEDs on it to 
indicate the status of the port - on, transmitting / receiving, and activity. Reference 
Plug further teaches that it is a diagnostic device for testing the status of USB ports. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to combine Plug in view of Background and Lanode to include 
speed-measuring capabilities, as the Plug is a diagnostic tool, and knowing the speed of 
a USB port is crucial to determining if it is functioning correctly (e.g. a high-speed port 
only supporting operation in low-speed mode would obviously be defective), and 
Background in combination with Lanode teaches an LED that displays transmission 
speed. 

19. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as unpatentable over Background in 
view of Lanode as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Intel. 
As to claim 4, 

The logic analysis device with transmission speed display indicators according to claim 
1, wherein said display element is a LCD. 

Background combined with Lanode teaches a USB hub with LED indicators on it. 
Reference Intel teaches an Ethernet hub (Model 220T) that has an LCD on the front of 
it, which obviously could be used to show status information, port speed, et cetera. 
Clearly, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the Background and Lanode reference combination in 
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light of the Intel reference to have an LCD that showed speed information per port, as 
both references are hubs for various protocols and the LCD would be able to provide 
more information than the LED could. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eric V Woods whose telephone number is 703-305- 
0263. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30-5:00 alternate Fridays off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Razavi can be reached on 703-305-4713. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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